The article analyzes the main methodological approaches to the study of I.A. Goncharov's personality in literary criticism and in the criticism of Russian emigrants (1920s -the early 1930s). It was revealed that along with existing authoritative, methodologically cultural, historical and immanent concepts of I.A. Goncharov's personality a morphological and psychoanalytic trends emerged describing the writer's life and work. The biographical method used by the critics in the process of the writer's work analysis was significantly transformed without the loss of its meaning.
Introduction
The problem of biographism in the creation of writers and poets continues to remain in the works of many scholars [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] . Russian pre-revolutionary literary criticism was dominated by a positivist attitude toward the study of a writer's biography, regarded to understand his artistic works. In addition, it is considered as a source of information about a writer's biographical personality, or about his empirical individuality. However, by the beginning of the twentieth century, the presumption of causality, which is relevant for the biographical method, existing between the artistic statements of a writer and different extraliterary aspects (sociological, philosophical, psychological, metaphysical one, etc.) which are directly or indirectly related to the biographical personality of the same writer, was criticized by the representatives of newly developed literary criticism and literary-critical currents and, therefore, it ceased to exist. In this paper, we intend to characterize the main methodological approaches in the study of I.A. 
Methodology
This research implements biographical methodology and source analysis.
Discussion
The essay by Yu.I. Aichenwald "Goncharov", included in the collection of his works "The silhouettes of Russian writers" (v. [1] [2] [3] [1906] [1907] [1908] [1909] [1910] is of the main importance for our paper.
His views on the problem of the writer's biography and creativity ratio were expressed by Yu.I. Aichenwald in the so-called "Introduction" to the first issue of "Silhouettes ...". A positive program of the critic is largely based on the principle of the above mentioned positivist attitude to the writer's biography study, considered as the main means for his artistic works understanding. In his opinion, the real goal of the research is the writer's spiritual individuality, manifested at an unconscious level. The biographical approach with its special interest in the facts of the empirical order is not practical here. The necessary data on "an inner man" of the writer can only be taken from his works. Parallel biographical facts are acceptable provided they have an analog to the literary version. Otherwise, they are ignored, and an artwork remains the only source of reliable information. In this regard, the critic states: "... every creation of art is nothing but the autobiography of its creator" [8, 23] . Apparently, Yu.I. Aichenwald is more interested not in the spiritual individuality of the writer, understood as an objective fact, but in his own subjective ideas about this individuality, obtained in the process of empathy with its inner world.
A powerful tradition of the preceding Russian criticism, which goes back to V.G. Belinsky, to consider I.A. Goncharov's novels as an objective narrative, which does not reflect the personality of the writer, is refuted by Yu.I. Aichenwald as a contradiction to his original thesis by psychologizing of an epic, calm, dispassionate style, which served as the main argument for his opponents. The critic develops the concept of I.A. Goncharov's personality, based on his own impressionistic perception of the writer's novels. The methodological attitudes by Yu.I. Aichenwald exclude the writer's biographical personality from the subject field of the analytical discourse.
The most prolific of the authors who wrote about I.A. Goncharov among Russian emigrants is E.A. Lyatsky, who gained fame with his works in this historical and literary trend even before the revolution. In 1920, the scholar re-published his book of essays about I.A. Goncharov [9] for the third time (1st ed. --1904, 2nd ed. -1912) . In 1922 he published the essay "Goncharov in the circumnavigation" [10] , and in 1925 -a fictionalized biography of the writer "Roman and Life. The development of I.A. Goncharov's creative personality. Life and household affairs. 1812 -1857" [11] .
In the first of the abovementioned works EA. Lyatsky formulated his methodological approach to the study of I.A. Goncharov's personality and creativity. The initial premise of his reasoning was the following testimony of the writer, made in the article "Better Late than [12, 59] . Hence E.A. Lyatsky concluded that I.A.
Goncharov "is one of the most subjective writers, for whom the disclosure of his "I" was more important than the picturing of the most burning and interesting moments of contemporary social life" [12, 58] . Since the subject of E.A. Lyatsky's study was just I.A. Goncharov's personality, taken in its spiritual and moral aspect and the facts of the external biography them, told his life in detail, and that "he was adhering to it" [12, 60] . As can be seen, the last methodological attitude by E.A. Lyatsky is similar to the attitude discussed above by Yu.I.
Aichenwald. However, unlike. Aichenwald, Lyatsky did not deny the importance of the documentary literature to study I.A. Goncharov's personality at all. He appreciated very much the biographical studies by A. Mazon and M.F. Supernansky, calling them "a solid foundation" [12, 52] of his own concept. In order to confirm the conclusions, the scholar constantly compares the factual material contained in documentary sources with the realities created in Goncharov's novels. In a word, he uses a peculiar biographical method for the cultural-historical school to study I.A. Goncharov's personality and creativity. And only when there is the lack of archive materials, E.A. Lyatsky resorts to a "special method of critical intuition" [13, 446] , psychologizing and mythologizing the fictional text written by I.A.
Goncharov and creating the image of "his Goncharov" like Yu.I. Aichenwald. This "method of critical intuition" applied by E.A. Lyatsky, along with the traditional biographical method, allows us to talk about the presence of an immanent antibiographic tendency in his literary approach to the study of I.A. Goncharov's personality and creativity, and his methodology as a whole is characterized as a synthesizing, absorbing experience and the achievements of various trends of literary thought at the turn of 19-20th centuries [14] and, as such, very relevant, or, according to Czech scholars Ivo Pospisila and Milos Zelenka, "inspiring" for modern study of Goncharov's creativity with its powerful traditions and no less grandiose prospects for future biographical study [15] .
A fundamentally different position in relation to the biographical concept by Aichenwald and Lyatsky was presented by I.N. Golenishchev-Kutuzov as the author of the article "Two Goncharovs" (1932) , in which he attributed the first one to the number of "too prosperous biographers and commentators" of I.A. Goncharov's life and work, and the works of the second one devoted to Goncharov's creativity study he described as "not always contributing to a better understanding of the writer's spiritual image, so ambivalent and contradictory one" [15, 3] . The title of the article by Golenishchev-Kutuzov is a transparent allusion to the very popular Veresayev's concept of "two aspect Pushkin", and, in accordance with this meaning, he points to the critic's antithesis of Goncharov's two "guises", created on the basis of his novel work and revealed as the publication and the study of documentary sources. According to Golenishchev-Kutuzov, the latter one is the "genuine" one. In this regard, the biographical studies by A. Mazon and L.S. Utevsky first of all as the author of the book "The Goncharov's life" (1931) deserve the highest rate on his part. His article is written on the basis of the data taken from L.S. Utevsky's work, with its characteristic attitude on the factography and "academic criticism" as belonging to the genre of installation [16, 144] Turgenev by "the painful aspects of Goncharov's psyche" [17, 119] . N.N. Berberova admitted in her interpretation of the relationship between I.A. Goncharov as a censor with N.A.
Nekrasov as an editor of "Contemporary" the application of the everyday rule "to me -to you" ("Like all real writers and poets, they were not only writers and artists, but also the personalities of their time". Both searched for the "right people" in hostile camps: Goncharov needed Nekrasov, because liberal readers were behind him. Nekrasov needed Goncharov, because he was looking for the relations in censorship") [18, 119] .
Thus, the Goncharov's creativity study by the Russian emigrants during 1920s and the early 1930s represents a contradictory picture of literary and theoretical studies aimed at an actual differentiation problem solution between the author and the hero. Along with continuing authoritative, methodologically irreproachable cultural, historical and immanent concepts of I.A. Goncharov's personality, there were morphological and psychoanalytic trends in the coverage of the writer's life and work. At the same time, the biographical method was substantially transformed, however, it did not lose its significance. Goncharov's creativity study by Russian emigration gives remarkable examples of this transformation and, as such, can and should serve as the subject of study not only for the experts in the field of I.A.
Goncharov's life and creativity, but also for the historians of Russian literary criticism. and creativity affirmed along with continuing authoritative, methodologically flawless cultural, historical and immanent concepts of the writer's personality. At the same time, the biographical method was transformed substantially, however, it did not lose its significance.
